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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


FOREWARD 


The  Nevada  State  AS C Committed  is  pleased  to  be  able  to  provide  this 
accounting  of  our  1971  activities  and  hopes  this  annual  report  pro- 
vides the  reader  with  a better  understanding  of  the  role  of  ASCS  in 
Nevada  agriculture, 

Nevada  farmers  and  ranchers  have  increased  their  participation  in 
the  farm  programs  since  passage  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  and 
the  advent  of  the  set-aside  concept.  Although  the  farm  programs 
have  limited  impact,  State-wide,  they  can  be  extremely  important  when 
viewed  from  the  individual  county's  standpoint  as  evidenced  by  the 
cotton  program. 

Investment  of  Federal  funds  in  the  area  of  environmental  improvement, 
through  the  Rural  Environmental  Assistance  Program  (REAP)  has  proved 
to  be  a very  popular  program.  The  partnership  between  the  agricul- 
tural producer  and  ASCS  is  helping  to  provide  a better  environment 
for  all. 

Our  county  ASC  committeemen  and  their  able  staffs  are  to  be  compli- 
mented on  their  effective  administration  of  ASCS  programs  and  their 
concern  for  service  to  Nevada  farmers  and  ranchers. 
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County  Offices 

Combined  counties: 

Clark-Nye 

Douglas-Ormsby,  Nevada  & 
Alpine- Inyo-Mono , Californ^ 
Lander-Eureka 
Lyon -Mineral -Esmeralda 
Washoe-Storey 


Allen  G.  McCrodan , District  Director 


Bill  E.  Leveille,  District  Director 


Larry  F.  McMasters,  District  Director 
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COUNTY  COMMITTEE  ELECTIONS 


Nevada  counties  are  determined  as  one -community  counties  for  ASCS 
elections.  Regulations  and  ballots  were  mailed  to  all  known  agricul- 
tural producers  and  Nevada  ASCS  elections  were  conducted  by  mail 
ballots.  Nominees  for  office  of  county  committeeman  were  obtained 
by  petitions  signed  by  agricultural  producers  and/or  incumbent  county 
committeemen  in  the  case  of  insufficient  nominations.  The  nomine® 
who  received  the  greatest  number  of  votes  was  elected  for  a three 
year  term  of  office.  The  next  two  nominees  receiving  the  second  and 
third  largest  number  of  votes  were  elected  alternate  committeemen  for 
one  year.  Two  members  of  the  county  committee  are  usually  carried 
over  as  regular  members  of  the  committee  determined  by  the  number  of 
years  remaining  in  their  three  year  term  of  office. 


The  newly  elected  committeemen  and  he  Id-over  committeemen  take  office 
beginning  January  1 of  each  year.  An  organizational  meeting  is  first 
held  by  the  three  regular  members  of  the  county  committee  to  determine 
among  them  the  Chairman,  Vice-Chairman  and  Regular  Member  for  the 
coming  year. 


Following  is  a list  of  Nevada  A8C  State  & County  Committeemen  appoin- 
ted and  elected  for  1972.  Included  in  the  list  is  the  State  Office 
staff,  address  of  the  State  Office  and  County  Executive  Directors  and 
addresses  of  the  eleven  county  offices  in  Nevada.  Nevada  administers 
ASCS  activities  for  three  California  counties  from  the  Douglas  County 
Office.  Committeemen  for  Alpine,  Inyo  and  Mono  Counties  are  included 
with  the  Douglas  combination. 

NEVADA  STATE  ASC  COMMITTEE 

Chairman:  Laurence  Montero,  Box  1010,  Winnemucea,  Nevada  89445 

Members:  William  M.  Johnson,  RR  Box  50,  Minden,  Nevada  89423 

Hollis  Harris 9 P.0.  Box  244,  Pahrump,  Nevada  89041 
Dr.  Dale  W.  Bohmont,  Director,  Federal  Extension  Ser- 
vice, University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  Nevada  89507 


NEVADA  STATE  ASCS  OFFICE,  Post  Office  Building,  P.0.  Box  360. 

Reno,  Nevada  89504 


State  Executive  Director 
Administrative  Officer 
Program  Specialist 
District  Director 
Budge t& Fiscal  Assistant 
Clerks 


- C.  Richard  Capurro 

- Allen  G.  McCrodan 

- William  E.  Leveille 

- Larry  F.  Me Masters 

- Ann  M.  Dudley 

- Berneys  Wadsworth 
Judi  Hosier 
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NEVADA  ASC  COUNTY  COMMITTEES 


CHURCHILL  COUNTY  ASGS  OFFICE 

290  West  William  Avenue 
P.  0.  Box  830 
Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Thomas  Robert  Harris, 

County  Executive  Director 

CLARK- N YE  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 

Federal  Building,  Room  1-634 
300  Las  Vegas  Boulevard,  So. 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89101 

James  I.  Lee, 

County  Executive  Director 


GARDNERVILLE  ASCS  OFFICE 


Valley  Professional  Center 
P.O.  Box  517 
Minden,  Nevada  89423 

Roy  C.  Womack, 

County  Executive  Director 


CHURCHILL  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Orval  Fowler  Jr. 
Henry  Osgood 
Robert  Ansotegui 
Paul  Williams 
Robert  Hendrix 
Charles  R.  York 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag,  Ext.  Agent 


CLARK  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Ho  Merrill  Bunker 
Karl  E.  Marshall 
Max  Ha fen 
Paul  M.  Ozakl 
Donald  Whitney 
Ferren  W.  Bunker 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 


NYE  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Gerald  H.  Sharp 
Glenn  C.  Brady 
Linford  0.  Andersen 
Robert  W.  Owens  n 
Earl  Burson 
Archie  Albright 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ago  Ext.  Agent 


DOUGLAS  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Budd  F.  Dressier 
Andre  A Id ax 
John  Indian© 
Harold  Fell  . 
Wayne  C,  Mat ley 
Gail  G.  Hunk 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 


CARSON  CITY  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Eva  R.  Lompa 
Rodney  Joost 
Sam  A.  Lompa 
Melvin  Hendershot 
Do  A.  Andersuen 
Emory  L.  Marshall 


Cha 1 rm an 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 
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ALPINE  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE  (Calif.) 


ELKO  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 

Post  Office  Building 
P.  0.  Box  .414 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Keith  C.  Clarke  , 

County  Executive  Director 

HUMBOLDT  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 

1231  Highway  40  East 
Winneraucca,  Nevada  89445 

Donald  J.  Jones, 

County  Executive  Director 


Chris  H.  Gansberg 
Wilton  H»  Neddenriep 
Hazel  Collord 
Donald  Wade 
P.  Dean  Smith 


Chairman 
Vise  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
Farm  Advisor 


INYO  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE  (Calif.) 


K.  W.  Steward 
John  W„  Lacey 
Jack  R,  Tatum 
J.  M.  Connor 
Art  Schober 
P.  Dean  Smith 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Farm  Advisor 


MONO  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE  (Calif.) 


Kenneth  Strosnider 
Lyle  Silvester 
Ray  Charlebois 
Baldo  Giorgi 
William  Aipers 
P'.  Dean  Smith 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Farm  Advisor 


ELKO  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Harvey  E.  Barnes 
Don  Ballard 
William  B.  Gibbs 
Robin  Van  Norman 
Fred  Zaga  Jr. 
Irving  Hackett 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 


HUMBOLDT  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Hugh  Tipton 
Robert  Key 
Bennett  Smith 
John  DeLong 
Leonard  Olson 
J.  Kirk  Day 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 
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LANDER- EUREKA  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 


LANDER  COUNTY  ASG  COMMITTEE 


New  Office  Building 
P.  0.  Box  56 
Austin,  Nevada  89310 

Bert  Gandolfo, 

County  Executive  Director 


LINCOLN  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 


310  Lincoln  Street 
Box  276 

Caliente,  Nevada  89008 

Frederick  C.  Heise, 

County  Executive  Director 

L YON-MINERAL- ESMERALDA  COUNTY 
ASCS  OFFICE 

Post  Office  Building 
P.  0.  Box  B 

Yerington,  Nevada  89447 
Gary  Cooks 

County  Executive  Director 


Albert  Fuller 
LeRoy  A,  Streshley 
Floyd  Fletcher 

Lee  Renfro 
Calvin  L,  Chisutn 
Archie  Albright 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 


EUREKA  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Bruce  Dubose 
Donald  F,  Palmore 
LaVerne  Machacek 
Floyd  Sadler 
John  V.  Damele 
Charles  Harms 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 


LINCOLN  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Keith  Whipple 

S.  A.  Hollinger 
Emery  K.  Conaway 
Kay  Wright 
Kenneth  Lytle 
Melvin  P.  Miller 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 


LYON  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Bill  Frade 
Lei and  Burr 
Glen  Smith 
John  Ritter 
Dave  Stix 
Fred  Batchelder 

MINERAL  COUNTY  , 


Warren  Emm 
Thomas  Williams 
Alvin  Hughes 
Vernon  Bobb 
Fred  Kenerson 
Fred  Batchelder 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 

COMMITTEE 


Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag.  Ext.  Agent 
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ESMERALDA  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Pete  Bruinsma 

) . 

Chairman 

Harry 

Smith 

Vice  Chairman 

Robert 

Hartman 

Regular  Member 

Leland 

Wallace 

1st  Alternate 

Ted  Gray 

2nd  Alternate 

Archie  Albright 

Ag.  Ext,  Agent 

PERSHING  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE  PERSHING  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 


Federal  Building 
P.  0.  Box  239 
Lovelock,  Nevada  89419 

Eric  Sebbas, 

County  Executive  Director 
WASHOE-STOREY  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 

Victor  F,  Arobio 
Wallace  N,  Munk 
Walter  Brinkerhoff 
Harry  Ikoma 
Thomas  A,  Moura 
Bill  Ulrich 

WASHOE  COUNTY  ASC 

Chairman 
Vice  Chairman 
Regular  Member 
1st  Alternate 
2nd  Alternate 
Ag,  Ext.  Agent 

COMMITTEE 

Federal  Building 

Elmer  G.  Jones 

Chairman 

Room  4103,  300  Booth  Street 

C.  J.  Gaspari 

Vice  Chairman 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Vernon  Balsi 

Regular  Member 

Harold  Depaoli 

1st  Alternate 

Frank  Jones, 

Pete  Capurro 

2nd  Alternate 

County  Executive  Director  Trainee 

John  H.  Purse  1 

Ag,  Ext,  Agent 

STOREY  COUNTY  ASC 

COMMITTEE 

John  P.  Christensen  Chairman 


WHITE  PINE  COUNTY  ASCS  OFFICE 

Donna  Lou  Denny  Vice  Chairman 

Riley  T,  Kelly  Regular  Member 

Patricia  Peri  1st  Alternate 

Millard  Artlip  2nd  Alternate 

John  H.  Purse  1 Ag,  Ext,  Agent 

WHITE  PINE  COUNTY  ASC  COMMITTEE 

689  Lyons  Avenue 

Neil  J.  Larsen 

Chairman 

P.0.  Box  450 

Van  C.  Gardner 

Vice  Chairman 

Ely,  Nevada  89301 

Vance  McKenzie 

Regular  Member 

John  Dean  Baker 

1st  Alternate 

Murray  L.  Petersen, 

Jesse  Gardner 

2nd  Alternate 

County  Executive  Director 

A,  Z.  Joy 

Ag,  Ext,  Agent 
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COUNTY  OFFICE  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  the  1971  Calendar  Year 


Operating  funds  are  allocated  county  offices  each  fiscal  year.  The 
calendar  year  summary  shown  here  is  based  on  the  second  half  of  the 
1971  fiscal  year  and  first  half  of  the  1972  fiscal  year.  Adminis- 
trative allocations  are  issued  county  offices  from  a workload  system 
developed  to  determine  funding  and  staffing.  County  offices  report 
annually  the  number  of  units  accomplished  during  the  past  year  and 
the  estimated  number  of  units  to  be  accomplished  in  the  next  year. 

Units  are  determined  from  base  documents  used  in  the  various  ASCS 
programs  administered  in  the  county  office.  The  cost  of  carrying 
out  the  actual  performance  of  each  unit  is  computed  to  the  ratio  of 
cost  by  man-day  for  each  unit.  The  computation  of  man-days  to  units 
performed  is  accomplished  by  160  verification  counties  selected  in 
ASCS  offices  in  the  48  continental  states  in  the  USA.  Results  are 
analyzed  and  the  cost  for  each  man-day  for  certain  size  county  offices 
are  projected  by  linear  and  quadratic  equations , to  get  the  cost  data 
for  man-days  in  county  offices  that  report  a certain  number  of  units 
accomplished  in  the  reporting  year. 

Initial  county  allocations  are  issued  county  offices  based  on  the 
workload  system.  These  are  adjusted  for  combination  counties , farm 
density  factors  and  travel  required  to  administer  programs  and  attend 
committee  meetings. 

The  County  Office  Expense  System  is  accounted  for  through  automatic 
data  processing.  The  ADP  System  accounts  for  input  and  output  data 
for  each  employee  and  administrative  expense.  Collections , checks 
and  personnel  documents  are  optically  scanned  and  computed  by  a cen- 
tral computing  systems,  located  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  every  two 
weeks.  Bi-weekly  ADP  printouts  are  sent  to  county  offices  for  re- 
view and  reconciliation  with  county  office  bank  accounts.  Quad- 
weekly printouts  are  issued  to  State  and  county  offices  with  summar- 
ized expenses  for  the  quad-weekly  period,  and'  cumulative  expenses 
relative  to  county  office  allocations  and  limitations.  The  ADP  system 
is  in  the  second  year  of  operation  and  most  problems  and  errors  have 
been  corrected  through  the  use  of  new  input  and  output  methods  developed 
to  eliminate  reoccurring  errors. 

County  offices  are  listed  by  the  parent  county  committee  and  combin- 
ation counties  serviced  by  the  parent  county  are  as  follows...  Under 
the  ADP  System,  all  expenditures  are  shown  for  the  parent  'county  office  and 
separate  expenses  are  not  listed  for  each  county  committee.  . Three 
California  county  committees  (Alpine.  Inyo  and  Mono)  are  served  by  the 
Douglas  (Gardnerville)  County  ASCS  Office. 
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TOTAL  627.5  $16,628  4946.5  ' $195,683  $20,396  $22,722  $255,429  7100  4537  7521 
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RURAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 


The  federal  conservation  cost-sharing  program  took  on  a new  name  and 
added  environmental  improvement  emphasis  in  1971,  The  program  is  now 
known  as  the  Rural  Environmental  Assistance  Program  (REAP),  Added 
emphasis  was  placed  on  the  development  of  new  practices  and  encourage- 
ment of  pro.jects  which  solve  farm-related  pollution  problems  and  provide 
community  wide  and  general  public  benefits, 

l 

The  Rural  Environmental  Assistance  Program  encourages  conservation  work 
by  sharing  with  farmers  and  ranchers  the  cost  of  installing  needed  soil, 
water,  woodland  and  wildlife  conservation  and  pollution  abatement  prac- 
tices, Generally,  the  costs  are  shared  on  a 50-50  basis.  Higher  rates 
of  cost-sharing  are  available  to  individuals  or  groups  for  priority 
practices.  High  priority  practices  include  those  which  reduce  farm- 
related  pollution  from  erosion,  animal  wastes  and  agricultural  chemicals 
and  provide  wide  public  benefits. 

Under  the  special  project  provision  of  REAP,  practices  different  from 
those  in  the  national  program  may  be  developed  to  solve  conservation  or 
environmental  problems  peculiar  to  a local  area.  If  new  practices  are 
not  required,  old  ones  may  be  adopted  to  fit  the  local  need.  Special 
projects  are  generally  a group  effort,  performed  by  the  pooling  of 
resources  by  many  individuals.  Cost-sharing  assistance  may  be  increased 
up  to  80  percent  of  the  cost,  if  needed  to  encourage  the  special  project. 
Special  projects  which  provide  wide  public  benefits  or  improve  the  quality 
of  the  environment  are  strongly  encouraged  by  the  State  committee. 

The  Rural  Environmental  Assistance  Program  (and  its  predecessor  program) 
has  long  led  the  way  in  the  abatement  of  pollution  of  and  from  our  agri- 
cultural lands.  The  numerous  erosion  control  structures  and  acres  of 
grass  and  trees  planted  under  the  program  have  played  the  major  part  in 
helping  keep  our  streams  and  rivers  clean  and  our  air  fresh.  Drainage 
projects  have  removed  polluted  ground  water  to  provide  a clean  environ- 
ment free  of  disease  and  insects.  New  practices  are  continually  being 
developed  to  aid  in  the  accelerated  fight  against  air  and  water  pollution. 

Everyone,  rural  and  urban  people  alike,  gain  from  the  conservation  prac- 
tices offered  under  REAP,  In  addition  to  pollution  abatement,  the  REAP 
offers  livestockmen  assistance  for  range  improvement  practices  such  as 
cross  fencing,  grass  seeding  and  livestock  water  facilities.  It  pro- 
vides practices  such  as  land  leveling,  ditch  lining,  reorganizing 
irrigation  systems  to  row  crop,  hay  and  grain  farmers.  It  provides 
more  abundant  wildlife  for  sportsmen  and  naturalists  through  practices 
to  build  reservoirs,  farm  ponds,  shallow  water  areas  and  to  produce 
food  and  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife. 

The  Rural  Environmental  Assistance  Program  is  a partnership  in  conser- 
vation, This  partnership  is  helping  to  provide  future  generations 
with  a productive  agricultural  industry  and  a clean  environment. 
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SUMMARY  OF  1971  REAP 


COUNTY 

FARMS 

PARTICIPATING 

COST- 

SHARING 

BEFORE 

SCI 

sc  1 2/ 

GROSS 

ASSISTANCE 

TO 

FARMERS 

AMOUNT 
TRANS- 
FERRED 
TO  SCS 

TOTAL 

GROSS 

ASSISTANCE 

in 

1971 

once  in 
5 years 

CHURCHILL 

94 

312 

$ 85,947 

$ 290 

$ 86,237 

$ 3,550 

$ 89,787 

CLARK 

14 

278 

17  ,563 

- 

17,563 

750 

18,313 

DOUGLAS 

32 

112 

44,140 

56 

44,196 

1,950 

46,146 

ELKO 

55 

150 

77,181 

- 

77,181 

3,050 

80,231 

ESMERALDA 

3 

9 

4,434 

- 

4,434 

300 

4,734 

EUREKA 

17 

95 

18,101 

- 

18,101 

750 

18,851 

HUMBOLDT 

35 

112 

65,832 

- 

65,832 

2,156 

67,988 

LANDER 

9 

91 

16,607 

- 

16,607 

900 

17,507 

LINCOLN 

51 

165 

28,509 

23 

28,532 

1,600 

30,132 

LYON 

96 

288 

69,300 

331 

69,631 

3,300 

72,931 

MINERAL 

10 

65 

4,750 

- 

4,750 

250 

5,000 

NYE 

7 

36 

13,495 

- 

13,495 

600 

14,095 

PERSHING 

29 

153 

29,050 

38 

29,088 

1,450 

30,538 

STOREY 

2 

10 

686 

14 

700 

100 

800 

WASHOE 

81 

190 

38,114 

28 

38,142 

1,550 

39,692 

WHITE  PINE 

15 

45 

11,717 

24 

11,741 

550 

12,291 

CARSON  CITY 

5 

9 

963 

14 

977 

50 

1,027 

TOTAL 

555 

2,120 

$526,389 

$ 818 

$527,207 

$22,856 

$550,063 

If  Small  cost-share  increases  <=  increased  payments  made  to  farmers 
earning  cost-sharing  amounting  to  less  than  $200  per  year. 
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POOLING  AGREEMENTS 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
AGREEMENTS 

NO.  OF  FARMERS 
PARTICIPATING 

TOTAL 

ASSISTANCE 

CHURCHILL 

1 

4 

$ 

183 

DOUGLAS 

3 

13 

34,282 

ELKO 

1 

25 

5,000 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

19 

4,500 

LANDER 

1 

15 

4,500 

LINCOLN 

2 

13 

1,491 

LYON 

3 

13 

1,269 

WASHOE 

1 

12 

7,000 

TOTAL 

13 

114 

$ 

58,225 

SPECIAL  PROJECTS 


COUNTY 

TYPE  OF  PROJECT 

PARTICo 

FARMS 

TOTAL 

ASSISTANCE 

ACRES' ' 
SERVED 

DOUGLAS 

Channel  Realignment  6 Struc. 

7 

$ 33,400 

3,100 

ELKO 

Noxious  Weed  Control 

25 

5,000 

500 

HUMBOLDT 

A Chem.  Container  Disposal  Pit 

19 

4,500 

10,000 

HUMBOLDT 

Range  Improvement 

13 

15,941 

10,000 

LANDER 

Ag„  Chem.  Container  Disposal  Pit 

15 

4,500 

8,000 

LINCOLN 

Ag.  Spring  Development 

8 

500 

1,100 

WASHOE 

Range  Improvement 

15 

17,300 

12,000 

TOTAL 

102 

$ 81,141 

44,700 

„ 12 


ASSISTANCE  IN  RC  6 D AND  PL-566  PROJECT  AREAS 


CENTRAL  NEVADA  RC  6 D PROJECT 


FARMERS  IN  PROJECT 

TOTAL 

ASSISTANCE 

COUNTIES  IN  PROJECT 

EARNING  COST-SHARING 

IN 

PROJECT 

ESMERALDA 

3 

$ 

4,434 

EUREKA 

17 

18,101 

PROJECT  TOTAL 

20 

$ 

22,535 

C.AL-NEVA  RC  & D PROJECT 


COUNTIES  IN  PROJECT 

FARMERS 

EARNING 

IN  PROJECT 
COST-SHARING 

TOTAL  ASSISTANCE 
IN  PROJECT 

WASHOE 

17 

$ 18,000 

PROJECT  TOTAL 

17 

$ 18,000 

PL-566  PROJECTS 


COUNTY 

NAME  OF  PROJECT 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

TOTAL 

ASSISTANCE 

CLARK 

Virgin  Valley 

4 

$ 3,884 

LINCOLN 

Upper  Meadow  Valley 

2 

1,044 

LINCOLN 

Panaca 

8 

7,662 

PERSHING 

Lovelock 

27 

28,046 

CARSON  CITY 

Carson  City 

2 

187 

STATE  TOTAL 

All  PL-566  project  areas 

43 

$ 40,823 
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ESTABLISHING  PERMANENT  VEGETATIVE  COVER 

A-2 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

(ACRES) 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

ACRE 

CHURCHILL 

5 

105 

$ 1,510 

$ 14,38 

DOUGLAS 

1 

1 

6 

6,00 

ELKO 

7 

274 

3,346 

12,21 

ESMERALDA 

1 

13 

570 

43.85 

EUREKA 

5 

474 

7 s860 

16,58 

LANDER 

7 

590 

7,928 

i 13.44 

LINCOLN 

2 

12 

173 

14,42 

LYON 

8 

255 

2,524 

9.90 

PERSHING 

4 ' 

347 

3,661 

10.55 

WASHOE 

4 

355 

3,695 

10.41 

WHITE  PINE 

2 

100 

794 

7,94 

TOTAL 

46 

2,526 

$32,067 

$ 12.70 

INCREASED  ACREAGE  OR  ROTATION  COVER 
A-3 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

(ACRES) 

COST 

-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

ACRE 

LINCOLN 

1 

25 

$ 

250 

$ 10.00 

TOTAL 

1 

25 

$ 

250 

$ 10.00 

TREES  OR  SHRUBS  TO  PREVENT  EROSION 
A-8 


COUNTY 

H 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

( ACRES  SERVED) 

COST=SHARTNO 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

NYE 

1 

640 

$ 2,500 

$ 3.91 

TOTAL 

1 

640 

$ 2,500 

$ 3.91 
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IMPROVEMENT  OF  COVER  FOR  SOIL  PROTECTION 

B-l 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

(ACRES) 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

ACRE 

ESMERALDA 

1 

60 

$ 720 

$ 

o 

o 

o 

Csl 

' — 1 

TOTAL 

1 

60 

$ 720 

$ 

12,00 

IMPROVEMENT  OF  COVER  ON  RANGELAND 
B-2 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

(ACRES) 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

ACRE 

ELKO 

36 

6,359 

$23,757 

$ 3,74 

EUREKA 

2 

240 

590 

2,46 

HUMBOLDT 

2 

410 

1,367 

3,33 

LINCOLN 

5 

1,420 

6,870 

4,84 

LYON 

1 

110 

260 

2,36 

WASHOE 

2 

245 

2,515 

10,27 

CARSON  CITY 

3 

31 

477 

15,39' 

TOTAL 

51 

8,815 

$35,836 

r-~ 

o 

J- 

</> 

CONTROL  OF  COMPETITIVE  SHRUBS  ON  RANGE  OR  PASTURE 

B-3 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

(ACRES) 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

ACRE 

ELKO 

29 

7,645 

$24,118 

$ 3,16 

EUREKA 

2 

400 

2,000 

5,00 

HUMBOLDT 

13 

7,323 

13,973 

1,91 

LINCOLN 

2 

425 

1,044 

2,46 

MINERAL 

1 

100 

300 

3,00 

PERSHING 

1 

62 

154 

2,48 

WASHOE 

11 

2,909 

9,554 

3,28 

CARSON  CITY 

1 

40 

200 

5,00 

TOTAL 

60 

18,904 

$ 51,343 

$ 2,72 
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WELLS  FOR  LIVESTOCK  WATER 
B-5 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXT! 

:nt 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

NUMBER 

ACRES 

SERVED 

ELKO 

4 

4 

1,960 

$ 1,855 

$ .95 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

2 

640 

601 

, 94 

LINCOLN 

1 

1 

40 

400 

10,00 

MINERAL 

1 

1 

1,000 

1,900 

1,90 

WASHOE 

1 

1 

160 

1,200 

7.50 

TOTAL 

8 

9 

3,800 

$ 5,956 

$ 1.57 

SPRINGS  OR  SEEPS  FOR  LIVESTOCK  WATER 
B-6 


EXTENT 

RATE  PER 

COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

NUMBER 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

ACRE 

SERVED 

LINCOLN 

1 

1 

100 

$ 834 

$ 8.34 

WASHOE 

2 

10 

11,500 

1,787 

.16 

TOTAL 

3 

11 

11,600 

$ 2,621 

$ .23 

RESERVOIRS  FOR  AGRICULTURAL  USES 
B-7 


EXTENT 

RATE  PER 

COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

NUMBER 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

ACRE 

SERVED 

NYE 

1 

1 

59 

$ 2,500 

$ 42.37 

WASHOE 

1 

3 

3,500 

916 

.26 

TOTAL 

2 

4 

3,559 

$ 3,416 

$ .96 

16 


PIPELINES  OR  OTHER  LIVESTOCK  WATER  FACILITIES 

B-8 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

ELKO 

ESMERALDA 

LINCOLN 

WASHOE 

4 

1 

1 

1 

3,480 

1,000 

100 

2,500 

$ 6,322 
850 
1,133 
2,225 

$ 1,82 
,85 
11,33 
,89 

TOTAL 

7 

7,080 

$10,530 

$ 1,49 

CONTROL  OF  NOXIOUS 
B-12 

WEEDS 

COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

PERSHING 

1,218 

$ 1,049 

$ ,86 

TOTAL 

4 

1,218 

$ 1,049 

$ ,86 

PERMANENT  COVER 
C-2 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

DOUGLAS 

1 

1 

$ 100 

$ 100,00 

TOTAL 

1 

1 

$ 100 

$ 100,00 
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EROSION  CONTROL  DAMS 
C-6 


i 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

DOUGLAS 

1 

35 

$ 92 

$ 

2,63 

CARSON  CITY 

1 

18 

50 

2,78 

TOTAL 

2 

53 

$ 142 

$ 

2,68 

PROTECTIVE  STRUCTURES 
C-7 


EXTENT 

RATE  PER 

NUMBER  OF 

ACRES 

ACRE 

COUNTY 

FARMS 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

SERVED 

LYON 

4 

133 

$ 1,412 

$ 10,62 

TOTAL 

4 

133 

$ 1,412 

$ 10,62 

STREAMBANK  OR  SHORE  PROTECTION 
C-8 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

DOUGLAS 

2 

2,200 

$ 582 

$ .27 

ELKO 

3 

180 

2,195 

12.19 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

200 

1,631 

8.16 

LINCOLN 

3 

110 

5,940 

54.00 

LYON 

6 

3,610 

2,704 

,75 

TOTAL 

15 

6,300 

$13,052 

$ 2.07 
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PERMANENT  OPEN  DRAINAGE 
C-9 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

CHURCHILL 

1 

160 

$ 55 

$ o 34 

TOTAL 

1 

160 

$ 55 

$ ,34 

UNDERGROUND  DRAINAGE 

C-10 

EXTENT 

RATE  PER 

NUMBER  OF 

ACRES 

ACRE 

COUNTY 

FARMS 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

SERVED 

CHURCHILL 

1 

30 

$ 1,250 

$ 41,67 

LYON 

2 

70 

2,315 

33,07 

TOTAL 

3 

100 

$ 3,565 

$ 35,65 

INSTALLING  OR  REORGANIZING  IRRIGATION  SYSTEMS 

C-12 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

CHURCHILL 

38 

1,452 

$ 9,241 

$ 6,36 

DOUGLAS 

4 

149 

543 

3,64 

ELKO 

8 

1,930 

2,574 

1.33 

ESMERALDA 

1 

40 

2,294 

57,35 

HUMBOLDT 

9 

1,130 

12,946 

11.46 

LINCOLN 

2 

1,207 

1,200 

,99 

LYON 

80 

16,165 

20,505 

1,27 

MINERAL 

3 

1,041 

574 

.55 

NYE 

3 

1,600 

4,874 

3,05 

PERSHING 

12 

3,076 

6,276 

2.04 

STOREY 

2 

65 

589 

9,06 

WASHOE 

4 

5,000 

9,900 

1,98 

WHITE  PINE 

4 

414 

2,450 

5.92 

TOTAL 

170 

33,269 

$73,966 

$ 2.22 
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LAND  LEVELING 
013 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

ACRE 

CHURCHILL 

46 

1,092 

$ 23,424 

$ 21.45 

CLARK 

6 

46 

1,872 

40.70 

DOUGLAS 

5 

102 

3,657 

35.85 

ELKO 

10 

270 

7,214 

26.72 

EUREKA 

8 

321 

7,651 

23.84 

HUMBOLDT 

6 

309 

7,360 

23.82 

LANDER 

1 

120 

2,500 

20.83 

LINCOLN 

1 

40 

1,600 

40.00 

LYON 

53 

1,400 

33,783 

24.13 

MINERAL 

3 

63 

1,450 

23.02 

NYE 

2 

117 

3,621 

30.95 

PERSHING 

14 

884 

15,452 

17.48 

STOREY 

1 

2 

97 

48.50 

WASHOE 

2 

78 

3,112 

39.90 

WHITE  PINE 

10 

133 

4,405 

33.12 

CARSON  CITY 

1 

6 

236 

39,33 

TOTAL 

169 

4,983 

$117,434 

$ 23.57 

IRRIGATION  DITCH  LINING 
015 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

CHURCHILL 

29 

1,279 

$ 48,215 

$ 37,70 

CLARK 

12 

1,044 

15,691 

15,03 

DOUGLAS 

1 

48 

1,847 

00 

3- 

00 

CO 

HUMBOLDT 

6 

422 

11,954 

28,33 

LANDER' 

1 

60 

1,679 

27,98 

LINCOLN 

7 

403 

9,065 

22.49 

LYON 

2 

60 

3,267 

54.45 

WASHOE 

2 

290 

3,210 

11.07 

TOTAL 

60 

3,606 

$ 94,928 

$ 26.33 

- 20 


SUBSOILING 

C-17 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 
PER  ' 
ACRE 

MINERAL 

5 

75 

$ 526 

$ 7 0 01 

TOTAL 

5 

75 

$ 526 

$ 7.01 

COUNTY 

CONSERVATION  PRACTICES 
F-2 

COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

DOUGLAS 

ELKO 

8 

25 

3,100 

500 

$ 33,400 
5,000 

$ 10.77 
10.00 

TOTAL 

33 

3,600 

$ 38,400 

$ 10.67 

WILDLIFE  FOOD  PLOTS  OR  HABITAT 
G-l 


■ m mi  ■■hi  ibii 

RATE 

NUMBER  OF 

EXTENT 

PER 

COUNTY 

FARMS 

ACRES 

COST-SHARING 

ACRE 

DOUGLAS 

1 

2 

$ 200 

$100.00 

PERSHING 

1 

9 

150 

16.67 

TOTAL 

2 

11 

$ 350 

$ 31.82 
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SHALLOW  WATER  AREAS  FOR  WILDLIFE 
G-2 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

' ' 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

CHURCHILL 

1 

1 

$ 24 

$ 24,00 

DOUGLAS 

4 

253 

3,527 

13,94 

PERSHING 

1 

200 

350 

1,75 

TOTAL 

6 

454 

$ 3,901 

$ 8,59 

WILDLIFE  PONDS 
G-3 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

LYON 

1 

40 

$ 980 

$ 24,50 

WHITE  PINE 

1 

1 - 

1,568 

1,568,00 

TOTAL 

2 

41 

$ 2,548 

$ 62.15 

OTHER 

WILDLIFE  PRACTICES 

G-4 

EXTENT 

RATE  PER 

NUMBER  OF 

ACRES 

ACRE 

COUNTY 

FARMS 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

SERVED 

PERSHING 

1 

200 

$ 448 

$ 2,24 

TOTAL 

1 

200 

$ 448 

$ 2.24 
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ANIMAL  WASTE  STORAGE  FACILITIES 
1-2 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

ANIMAL 

UNITS 

TONS  OF 
WASTE 
PER  YEAR 

COST-SHARING 

RATE 

PER 

STRUCTURE 

CHURCHILL 

1 

75 

975 

$ 2,228 

$ 2,228,00 

WHITE  PINE 

1 

200 

2,600 

2,500 

2,500,00 

TOTAL 

2 

275 

3,575 

$ 4,728 

$ 2,364,00 

SEDIMENT  OR  CHEMICAL  RUNOFF 
J-3 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

DOUGLAS 

1 

9 

$ 186 

$ 20,67 

TOTAL 

1 

9 

$ 186 

$ 20,67 

DISPOSAL  OF  CROP  RESIDUES 
K-2 


EXTENT 

RATE  PER 

NUMBER  OF 

ACRES 

ACRE 

COUNTY 

FARMS 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

SERVED 

ELKO 

1 

100 

$ 800 

</> 

00 

o 

o 

o 

PERSHING 

2 

278 

1,510 

5,43 

TOTAL 

3 

378 

2,310 

$ 6,11 

1 
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DISPOSAL  PITS  FOR  SOLID  WASTES 
L-l 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

NUMBER 

COST-SHARING 

' RATE 
PER 

NUMBER 

HUMBOLDT 

19 

1 

$ 4,500 

$ 4,500.00 

LANDER 

15 

1 

4,500 

4,500.00 

TOTAL 

34 

2 

$ 9,000 

$ 4,500.00 

TAIL  WATER  RECOVERY  SYSTEM 
M-l 


COUNTY 

NUMBER  OF 
FARMS 

EXTENT 

ACRES 

SERVED 

COST-SHARING 

RATE  PER 
ACRE 
SERVED 

HUMBOLDT 

5 

400 

$ 11,500 

$ 28.75 

LYON 

1 

200 

1,550 

7,75 

TOTAL 

6 

600 

$ 13,050 

$ 21.75 
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STATE  SUMMARY  OF  PRACTICES 


I 


Total  farms  in  State  3 ,366 
Participating  farms  555 
Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  2,120 


Funds 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Gross 

Assistance $526 ,389  Services$22 ,856  Increase  $ 818  Assistance$550 ,063 


No,  of 

Practice  No,  and  Name  Approvals 

Extent 
( Acres ) 

Fed, 

Cost- 

Share 

Cost- 
Share 
Per  Unit 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share- 

A-2 

Permanent  cover 

46 

2,526 

$ 32,067 

$ 12  o70 

6,09 

A-3 

Increased  acreage 

1 

25 

250 

10,00 

0,05 

A-8 

Windbreaks 

1 

640 

2,500 

3,91 

0.47 

B-l 

Improv,  of  cover 

1 

60 

720 

12,00 

0,14 

B-2 

Improv,  of  cover 

51 

8,815 

35,836 

4,07 

6,81 

B-3 

Shrub  control 

60 

18,904 

51,343 

2.72 

9,75 

B-5 

Livestock  wells 

8 

3,800 

5,956 

1057 

1,13 

B-6 

Spring  development 

3 

11,600 

2,621 

o 23 

0.50 

B-7 

Reservoirs 

2 

3,559 

3,416 

,96 

0.65 

B-8 

Pipelines 

7 

7,080 

10,530 

1049 

2.00 

B-12 

Weed  control 

4 

1,218 

1,049 

o 86 

0,20 

C-2 

Permanent  cover 

1 

1 

100 

lOOoOO 

0.02 

C-6 

Erosion  control 

2 

53 

142 

2.68 

0,03 

C-7 

Mechanical  protec 0 

4 

133 

1,412 

10  062 

0.27 

C-8 

Streambank 

15 

6,300 

13,052 

2,07 

2,48 

C-9 

Open  drainage 

1 

160 

55 

o 34 

0.01 

C-10 

Underground  drainage 

3 

100 

3,565 

35,65 

0.68 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

170 

33,269 

73,966 

2,22 

14.05 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

169 

4,983 

117,434 

23,57 

22.31 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

60 

3,606 

94,928 

26,33 

18,03 

C-17 

Subsoiling 

5 

75 

526 

7,01 

0.10 

F-2 

County  cons,  prac. 

33 

3,600 

38,400 

10,67 

7.29 

G-l 

Wildlife  food  plots 

2 

11 

350 

31,82 

0.07 

G-2 

Shallow  water  areas 

6 

454 

3,901 

8,59 

0.74 

G-3 

Wildlife  ponds 

2 

41 

2,548 

62,15 

0.48 

G-4 

Other  wildlife  prac. 

1 

200 

448 

2,24 

0.09 

1-2 

Animal  waste  storage 

2 

2(No)  4,728 

2,364,00 

0,90 

J-3 

Stabilize  sediment 

1 

9 

186 

20,67 

0.04 

K-2 

Dis,  of  crop  residue 

3 

378 

2,310 

6,11 

0,43 

L-l 

Disposal  pits 

34 

2 (No)  9,000 

4,500,00 

1.71 

M-l 

Tailwater  systems 

6 

600 

13,050 

21,75 

2,48 

$526,389 
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CHURCHILL  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  802 


Participating  farms  94 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  312 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $85 ,947  Services  $ 3,550  Increase  $ 290  Assistance  $89 ,787 

Fed,  ' Percent 

No,  of  Cost-  of  Total 

Practice  No,  and  Name  Approvals Extent  Share1  Cost-Share 


A- 2 

Permanent  cover 

5 

105 

$ 1,510 

1,76 

C-9 

Open  drainage 

1 

160 

55 

0.06 

C-10 

Underground  drain , sys  0 

1 

30 

1,250 

1.45 

C-12 

Reorg.  irrig.  system 

38 

1,452 

9,241 

10.75 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

46 

1,092 

23,424 

27.26 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

29 

1,279 

48,215 

56.10 

G-2 

Shallow  water  areas 

1 

1 

24 

0.03 

1-2 

Animal  waste  fac. 

1 

KNo 

.)  2,228 

2.59 

- 26 


CLARK  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 
Participating  farms 

Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years 


175 


14 


278 


Funds  For 

Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $17,563  Services  $ . 750  Increase  $ Assistance  $18,313 


Cost-Share 


Practice  No.  and  Name 


No,  of 
Approvals 


Extent 


Fed  a 

Cost- 

Share 


Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 


C-13  Land  leveling 
C-15  Ditch  lining 


6 

12 


46  $ 1,872  10.66 

1,044  ^ 15,691  89.34 
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DOUGLAS  COUNTY 


Farm*  in  county  102 

Participating  fawns  32 

Farms  participating  at  least  onoe  during  last  S program  years  112 

Funds  For  :■  , 

Cost-Share  Teohnical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $44,140  Services  $ 1,950  Increase  Assistance  $46^146 

Percent 

No,  of  Cost-  of  Total 

Practice  No,  and  Name  Approvals  Extent  Share  Cost-Share 


A- 2 

Permanent  cover 

1 

1 

$ 6 

.01 

C-2 

Permanent  cover 

1 

1 

100 

.23 

C-6 

Erosion  control 

1 

35 

92 

.21 

C-8 

Streambank 

2 

2,200 

582 

1,32 

C-12 

Irrig,  systems 

4 

149 

543 

1.23 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

5 

102 

3,657 

8.29 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

1 

48 

1,847 

4.18 

F-2 

Co,  cons,  practices 

8 

3,100 

33,400 

75.67 

G-l 

Wildlife  food  plots 

1 

2 

200 

0.45 

G-2 

Shallow  water  areas 

4 

253 

3,527 

7,99 

J-3 

Stabilisation  sediment 

1 

9 

186 

0,42 

ELKO  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 
Participating  farms 

Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years 


343 


55 


150 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost 

Assistance  $77 ,181  Services  $ 3,050  Increase  $ 


Total 

Assistance  $80  ,231 


Practice  No,  and  Name 

No,  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed- 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A- 2 

Permanent  cover 

7 

274 

$ 3,346 

4,34 

B-2 

Improv,  of  cover 

36 

6,359 

23,757 

30,78 

B-3 

Shrub  control 

29 

7,645 

24,118 

31,25 

B-5 

Livestock  wells 

4 

1,960 

1,855 

K> 

-P 

O 

B-8 

Pipelines 

4 

3,480 

6,322 

8,19 

C-8 

Streambank 

3 

180 

2,195 

00 

o 

CM 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

8 

1,930 

2,574 

3,33 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

10 

270 

7,214 

9,35 

F-2 

Co,  cons,  practices 

25 

500 

5,000 

6,48 

K-2 

Disposal  of  crop  res 

, 1 

100 

800 

1,04 

29 


ESMERALDA  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 


42 


Participating  farms 


3 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  9 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical 

Assistance  $ 4,434  Services  $ 

300 

Small  Cost 
Increase  $ 

Total 

Assistance  $ 4,734 

Fed0 

Percent 

Noc 

of 

Cost- 

of  Total 

Practice  No,  and  Name  Approvals 

Extent 

Share 

Cost-Share 

A=2 

Permanent  cover 

1 

13 

$ 570 

12  a 86 

B-l 

Improvement  of  cover 

1 

60 

720 

16  „ 24 

B=8 

Pipelines 

1 

1,000 

850 

19  017 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

1 

40 

2 5,294 

51  o 73 

EUREKA  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  118 


Participating  farms  17 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  95 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $18 ,101  Services  $ 750  Increase  $ Assistance  $18 ,851 


Practice  No,  and  Name 

No,  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed, 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A-2 

Permanent  cover 

5 

474 

$ 7,860 

43,42 

B-2 

Improvement  of 

cover  2 

240 

590 

3,26 

B-3 

Shrub  control 

2 

400 

2,000 

11,05 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

8 

321 

7,651 

42.27 
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HUMBOLDT  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 


216 


Participating  farms 


35 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  112 

Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $65^832  Services  $ 2,156  Increase  $ Assistance  $67 ,988 


Practice  No0  and  Name 

No0  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed  o 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

B-2 

Improvement  of  cover  2 

410 

$ 1 9367 

IO 

o 

o 

CO 

B-3 

Shrub  control 

13 

7 9323 

13  ,973 

21023 

B-5 

Livestock  wells 

1 

640 

601 

0„90 

C=8 

Streambank 

1 

200 

1,631 

2048 

C=12 

Irrigation  systems 

9 

1,130 

12,946 

19  067 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

6 

309 

7 9360 

11018 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

6 

422 

11 5,954 

18  016 

L=1 

Disposal  pits 

19 

1(  No « 

o 

o 

if) 

c* 

6 o 84 

M-l 

Tailwater  systems 

5 

400 

11 5,500 

17  046 
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LANDER  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 


107 


Participating  farms  9 

Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  91 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $16 ,607  Services  $ 900  Increase  $ Assistance  $17,507 


Practice  No,  and  Name 

No,  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fedo 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A-2 

Permanent  cover 

7 

590 

$ 7,928 

47  „ 74 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

1 

120 

2,500 

15,05 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

1 

60 

1,679 

10,11 

L-l 

Disposal  pits 

15 

l(No.)  4,500 

27  do 
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LINCOLN  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  158 


Participating  farms  51 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  165 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $28  s509  Services  $ 196QQ  Increase  $ 23  Assistance  $30,132 


Practice  No0  and  Name 

No0  of 

Approvals 

Extent 

Fed  o 
Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A- 2 

Permanent  cover 

2 

12 

$ 173 

0 061 

A- 3 

Increased  acreage 

1 

25 

250 

CD 

CO 

o 

o 

B-2 

Improvement  of  cover 

5 

1,420 

6 9870 

2401G 

B-3 

Shrub  control 

2 

425 

1 s044 

3 066 

B=5 

Livestock  wells 

1 

40 

4Q0 

lo40 

B=6 

Spring  development 

1 

100 

834 

2 093 

B=8 

Pipelines 

1 

100 

.Jb  ^ aji-.  *»V 

3 097 

C-8 

Streambank 

3 

110 

5 9940 

20  o 84 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

2 

1,207 

1,200 

4 o 21 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

1 

40 

1 s600 

5 o60 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

7 

403 

05,065 

310  80 

LYON  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 
Participating  farms 

Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years 


392 


96 


288 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost 

Assistance  $69 ,300  Services  $ 3,300  Increase  $ 


Total 

331  Assistance  $72,931 


No„  of 

Practice  No,  and  Name  Approvals 

Extent 

Fed, 

Cost~ 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A- 2 

Permanent  cover 

8 

255 

$ 2,524 

3 c,  64 

B-2 

Improvement  of  cover 

1 

110 

260 

,38 

C-7 

Mechanical  protection 

4 

133 

1,412 

2 ,04 

0 

1 

00 

Streambank 

6 

3,610 

2,704 

3,90 

C-10 

Underground  drainage 

2 

70 

2,315 

3,34 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

80 

16,165 

20,505 

29,59 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

53 

1,400 

33,783 

in 

t> 

CD 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

2 

60 

3,267 

' — 1 

o 

G-3 

Wildlife  ponds 

1 

40 

980 

lo41 

M-l 

Tailwater  systems 

1 

200 

1,550 

2,24 

35 


MINERAL  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county 


93 


Participating  farms 


10 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years 


65 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $ 4,750  Services  $ 250  Increase  $ Assistance  $ 5*000 


Practice  No,  and  Name 

No,  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed0 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

B~3 

Shrub  control 

1 

100 

$ 300 

6 032 

B=5 

Livestock  wells 

1 

1*000 

1*900 

o 

o 

o 

o 

=r- 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

3 

1 2041 

574 

12  o08 

C=13 

Land  leveling 

3 

63 

1*450 

30  o 53 

C-17 

Subsoiling 

5 

75 

526 

Ho  07 
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NYE  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  170 

Participating  farms  7 

Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  36 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $13 ,495  Services  $ 600  Increase  $ Assistance$14  ,095 


Practice  No.  and  Name 

No  o of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed  o 

Cost» 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A-8 

Windbreaks 

1 

640 

$ 2 , 500 

18  o 53 

B-7 

Reservoirs 

1 

59 

2,500 

18.53 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

3 

1,600 

4,874 

36.12 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

2 

117 

3,621 

26.82 

37 


PERSHING  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  124 
Participating  farms  29 
Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  153 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $29  ,050  Services  $ 1,450  Increase  $ 38  Assistance  $30  ,538 


Practice  No0  and  Name 

No,  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed, 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A-2 

Permanent  cover 

4 

347 

$ 3,661 

12,60 

B-3 

Shrub  control 

1 

62 

154 

0 o 53 

B-12 

Weed  control 

4 

1,218 

1,049 

3,61 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

12 

3 9 0 7 6 

6 s 276 

21,61 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

14 

884 

15  9-452 

53,19 

G-l 

Wildlife  food  plots 

1 

9 

150 

0,52 

G-2 

Shallow  water  areas 

1 

200 

350 

1,20 

G-4 

Other  wildlife  prac. 

1 

200 

448 

1,54 

K~2 

Disposal  of  crop  res 

2 

278 

1,510 

5,20 
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STOREY  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  12 

Participating  farms  2 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  10 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical 

Assistance  $ 686  Services  $ 100 

Small  Cost 
Increase  $ 

Total 

14  Assistance  $ 800 

Practice  No.  and  Name 

No  0 of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed0 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

C-12  Irrigation  systems 

2 

65 

$ 589 

85  „86 

C-13  Land  leveling 

1 

2 

97 

14 , 14 
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WASHOE  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  358 


Participating  farms  81 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  190 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $38 ,114  Services  $ 1,550  Increase  $ 28  Assistance  $39,692 


Practice  No0  and  Name 

No,  of 

Approvals 

Extent 

Fed  o 
Cost  = 
Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

A-2 

Permanent  cover 

4 

355 

$ 3,695 

9 o 69 

B=>2 

Improvement  of  cover 

245 

2,515 

6 o60 

B=3 

Shrub  control 

11 

2,909 

9,554 

25  o07 

B=5 

Livestock  wells 

1 

160 

1,200 

3 015 

B»6 

Spring  development 

2 

11,500 

1,787 

4069 

B~7 

Reservoirs 

1 

3,500 

916 

2o40 

B-8 

Pipelines 

1 

2,500 

2,225 

5084 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

4 

5,000 

9 9900 

25  098 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

2 

78 

3,112 

S0 16 

C-15 

Ditch  lining 

2 

290 

3,210 

8042 
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T 


WHITE  PINE  COUNTY 


Farms  in  county  135 

Participating  farms  15 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years  45 

Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Techincal  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $11,717  Services  $ 550  Increase  $ 24  Assistance  $12 ,291 

Fed,  Percent 

No,  of  Cost-  of  Total 

Practice  No,  and  Name  Approvals  Extent  Share  Cost-Share 


A-2 

Permanent  cover 

2 

100  $ 

794 

6,78 

C-12 

Irrigation  systems 

4 

414 

2,450 

20,91 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

10 

133 

4,405 

37,59 

G-3 

Wildlife  ponds 

1 

1 

1,568 

13,38 

1-2 

Animal  waste  storage 

1 

l(No.) 

2,500 

21,34 
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CARSON  CITY 


Farms  in  county 


19 


Participating  farms 


5 


Farms  participating  at  least  once  during  last  5 program  years 


9 


Funds  For 

Cost-Share  Technical  Small  Cost  Total 

Assistance  $ 963  Services  $ 50  Increase  $ 14  Assistance  $ 1^027 


Practice  No0  and  Name 

NGo  of 
Approvals 

Extent 

Fed- 

Cost- 

Share 

Percent 
of  Total 
Cost-Share 

B~2 

Improvement  of  cover 

3 

31 

$ 477 

49  o 53 

B~3 

Shrub  control 

1 

40 

200 

20  077 

C=6 

Erosion  control 

1 

18 

50 

5 019 

C-13 

Land  leveling 

1 

6 

236 

24  o 51 
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SET-ASIDE  PROGRAMS 


The  Agricultural  Act  of  1970  provided  a new  concept  in  ASCS  farm  programs 
aimed  at  adjusting  the  production  of  cotton,  feed  grains  and  wheat  for 
1971  and  subsequent  years , The  Act  changed  the  direction  of  farm  pro- 
gram  policies  emphasizing  greater  reliance  on  the  market  place  and  less 
reliance  on  farm  programs  as  a source  of  farm  income.  The  concept  of 
rigid  allotments  and  bases  as  a means  of  controlling  crop  production 
was  eliminated.  With  allotments  and  bases  no  longer  dictating  produc- 
tion patterns,  farmers  had  the  opportunity  to  grow  those  crops  they 
could  produce  most  effectively.  The  new  concept  to  the  cotton,  feed 
grain  and  wheat  production  problem  was  termed  SET-ASIDE, 

The  1971  set-aside  programs  were  designed  to; 

o Maintain  the  production  of  cotton,  feed  grains  and  wheat  at 
levels  which  would  satisfy  current  needs  and  provide  adequate 
but  not  excessive  reserves, 

o Protect  and  improve  farm  income „ 

o Give  farmers  greater  opportunity  for  decision  making  to  gear 
their  farming  operations  to  commercial  markets, 

o Help  the  United  States  maintain  a competitive  position  in 
world  markets. 

Participation  in  the  1971  set-aside  programs  was  completely  voluntary. 
Participation,  however,  was  limited  to  those  producers  which  had 
cotton  or  wheat  allotments  or  feed  grain  bases  on  their  farms,  A farm 
operator  could  participate  in  one  or  more  of  the  cotton,  feed  grain  or 
wheat  programs  depending  upon  his  desires  and  the  allotments  or  bases 
established  for  the  farm.  The  farm  allotment  or  base  for  1971  was 
based  on  the  farm’s  past  history  of  producing  the  applicable  crops 
particularly  in  the  years  1959  and  1960, 

Participants  were  required  to  SET-ASIDE  an  acreage  of  good  productive 
cropland  to  an  approved  conserving  use.  The  set  aside  acreage  require- 
ment was  dependent  on  the  size  of  the  farm  allotments  or  bases.  Cotton 
participants  were  required  to  set  aside  an  acreage  equal  to  20  percent 
of  their  allotment j feed  grain  participants,  an  acreage  equal  to  20  per- 
cent of  their  total  base^  and  wheat  participants,  an  acreage  equal  to 
75  percent  of  their  allotment. 

Participants  were  also  required  to  maintain  their  farm  conserving  base. 
The  farm  conserving  base  was  the  adjusted  1959-1960  average  number  of 
acres  on  the  farm  which  were  devoted  to  conserving  crops  and  uses.  The 
cropland  remaining  after  the  set-aside  and  conserving  base  requirements 
were  met  could  be  planted  to  any  crop  desired. 
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For  participating  in  the  programs,  producers  received  set-aside  payments 
The  1971  set-aside  payments  were  based  on  the  followings 


Cotton 

Wheat 

Feed  Grain 


15  cents  per  pound  times  the  farm  payment  yield 
times  the  smaller  of  the  planted  acreage  or  the 
cotton  allotment o 

$1063  per  bushel  times  the  farm  projected  yield 
times  the  wheat  allotment 0 

The  farm  projected  yield  times  50  percent  of  the 
applicable  feed  grain  base  times  32  cents  per  bushel 
for  corn  and  29  cents  for  grain  sorghum  <, 
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SUMMARY  OF  1971  SET-ASIDE  PAYMENTS  TO  CORN  FARMS 


CORN 

FARMS 

CORN 

BASES 

REQUIRED 

SET-ASIDE 

ACRES 

PLANTED 

ACRES 

ACRES 

FOR 

PAYMENT 

AMOUNT 

FOR 

PAYMENT 

COUNTY 

TOTAL 

PART I C o 

TOTAL 

PARTIC. 

CHURCHILL 

125 

14 

2,707 

393 

79 

135 

196 

$ 4,678 

CLARK 

8 

1 

302 

200 

40 

- 

100 

2,464 

HUMBOLDT 

6 

3 

510 

170 

34 

- 

85 

1,773 

LINCOLN 

16 

9 

274 

168 

34 

88 

72 

1,734 

LYON 

6 

2 

145 

70 

14 

- 

35 

840 

NYE 

2 

<=> 

10 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

PERSHING 

6 

5 

137 

92 

18 

- 

46 

1,119 

STOREY 

1 

-» 

15 

= 

- 

- 

- 

- 

WASHOE 

4 

2 

77 

38 

8 

10 

19 

456 

WHITE  PINE 

4 

2 

296 

241 

48 

110 

120 

2,755 

STATE  TOTAL 

178 

38 

4,473 

'1,372 

275 

343 

673 

$15,819 

SUMMARY  OF  1971  SET-ASIDE  PAYMENTS  TO  GRAIN  SORGHUM  FARMS 


GRAIN  SORGHUM 
FARMS 

GRAIN  SORGHUM 
FARMS 

REQUIRED 

SET-ASIDE 

ACRES 

PLANTED 

ACRES 

ACRES 

FOR 

PAYMENT 

AMOUNT 

OF 

PAYMENT 

COUNTY 

TOTAL 

PARTICo 

TOTAL 

PARTIC  0 

CHURCHILL 

2 

L 

94 

' 

■ 

$ 

CLARK 

28 

_ 

319 

- 

- 

- 

- 

HUMBOLDT 

3 

- 

160 

- 

= 

— 

LINCOLN 

4 

3 

36 

30 

6 

15 

292 

LYON 

2 

1 

40 

20 

4 

- 

10 

116 

NYE 

2 

- 

110 

- 

- 

- 

«=» 

- 

PERSHING 

1 

1 

XX 

11 

2 

- 

5 

49 

WASHOE 

1 

1 

9 

9 

2 

— 

4 

37 

STATE  TOTAL 

43 

6 

779 

70 

14 

34 

$ 494 

45  - 


SUMMARY  OF  TOTAL  1971  FEED  GRAIN  SET-ASIDE  PROGRAM  PAYMENTS 
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1971  COTTON  ALLOTMENT  DATA 


BEFORE  ADJUSTMENTS 

AFTER  ADJUSTMENTS 

COUNTY 

FARMS  WITH 
ALLOTMENTS 

COUNTY 

ALLOTMENT 

FARMS  WITH 
ALLOTMENTS 

EFFECTIVE 

ALLOTMENTS 

CLARK 

X 

10 

0 

0 

NYE 

19 

2,523 

17 

2,369 

TOTAL 

20 

2,533 

17 

2,369 

1971  RELEASED  AND  REAPPORTIONED  ALLOTMENT 


RELEASED 

REAPPORTIONED 

RELEASED 

COUNTY 

NO  0 
FARMS 

PERMANENT 

RELEASE 

TEMPORARY 

RELEASE 

N0o 

FARMS 

IN 

COUNTY 

AND  NOT 
REAPPORTIONED 

CLARK 

1 

0 

10 

0 

0 

10 

NYE 

5 

0 

723 

11 

570 

153 

STATE 

TOTAL 

6 

0 

733 

11 

570 

163 

1971  PARTICIPATION  AND  PAYMENT  DATA 
NYE  COUNTY 


ilUMBEF  OF  FARMS 

PARTICIPATING  FARMS 

ELIGIBLE 

PARTICIPATING 

ACRES 

CROPLAND 

ACRES 

CONSERVING 

BASE 

ACRES  ALLOTMENT 

17 

17 

6,503 

2,491 

2,369 

REQUIRED 

ACREAGE 

■AMOUNT  OF 

SET-ASIDE 

FOR 

PAYMENT 

ACREAGE 

PAYMENT 

(DOLLARS) 

PLANTED  ACRES 

474 

2,285 

$ 275,703 

2,322 

There  was  no  abandoned  or  prevented  acreage 


PRICE  SUPPORT  PROGRAMS 


Price  support  programs  are  designed  to  (1)  help  assure  stability  of 
farm  income  and  prices,  (2)  assist  in  bringing  about  a better  balance 
between  production  and  consumption , and  (3)  assist  farmers  in  the 
orderly  marketing  of  crops s Under  these  programs,  eligible  producers 
are  assured  of  price  assistance  for  a commodity  meeting  eligibility 
requirements  regardless  of  fluctuations  in  the  market  price « The 
price  support  operations  are  administered  by  ASCS  and  financed  by 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation , Two  support  methods  were  used  in 
Nevada  during  1971  - loans  and  payments. 


PRICE  SUPPORT  LOANS 


Price  support  loans  were  available  to  producers  for  wheat,  corn,  grain 
sorghum,  barley,  oats,  cotton,  honey  and  many  other  commodities  not 
produced  in  Nevada,  Some  of  these  commodities  were  also  eligible  for 
reseal,  which  is  an  extension  of  the  loan  beyond  the  maturity  date. 

Loans  permit  eligible  producers  to  hold  their  harvested  crops  to  take 
advantage  of  possible  increases  in  market  prices,  A loan  can  be  repaid 
with  interest  when  the  crop  is  sold,  or  the  crop  under  loan  can  be 
delivered  to  CCC,  thus  satisfying  the  loan,  A producer  with  a loan  is 
assured  of  receiving  at  least  the  loan  price  for  the  crop. 

Loans  are  also  available  to  help  producers  finance  new  facilities  needed 
to  store  crops  eligible  for  price  support.  These  loans  are  for  up  to 
five  years  and  are  repaid  In  four  annual  Installments , 
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PRICE  SUPPORT  LOAN  ACTIVITY 


L 

r 

L 

1971  CROP  BARLEY  r 

- 


COUNTY 

NO,  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID., 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

8,418  bu. 

$ 7 ,155 

1,489  bu. 

$ 1*266 

1971  CROP  WHEAT 


COUNTY 

NO,  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

EUREKA 

1 

550  bu. 

$ 671 

0 

$ 0 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

7,295  bu. 

8,900 

879  bu0 

19000 

1971  CROP  WHEAT 


COUNTY 

NO,  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

4,841  bu. 

$ 5,315 

4,841  bu. 

$ 5,315 

1970  CROP  HONEY 


COUNTY 

NO,  OF  LOANS 

QUANITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

CHURCHILL 

1 

24,300  lbs. 

$ 3,145 

24,300  lbs c 

$ 3,145 

50 


1970  CROP  COTTON 


COUNTY 

NOo  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

NYE 

15 

2,101  bis. 

$247  ,717 

2,101  bis. 

$247,717 

1969  CROP  OATS 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

LANDER 

1 

■ ■ - 

2,740  bu. 

$ 2,165 

2,740  bu. 

$ 2,165 

1969  CROP  WHEAT 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

EUREKA 

1 

2,160  bu. 

$ 2,592 

2,160  bu. 

$ 2,592 

1968  CROP  WHEAT 


COUNTY 

NO.  OF  LOANS 

QUANTITY 
UNDER  LOAN 

AMOUNT 
OF  LOAN 

QUANTITY 

REDEEMED 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

EUREKA 

1 

595  bu. 

$ 725 

595  bu0 

$ 725 

FARM  STORAGE  FACILITY  LOAN  PROGRAM 
1971  CALENDAR  YEAR 


NO.  OF 

LOANS  OUTSTANDING 
JANURARY  1,  1971 

AMOUNT 

REPAID 

LOANS  OUTSTANDING 
DECEMBER  31,  1971 

COUNTY 

NEW  LOANS 

NO. 

AMOUNT 

IN  1971 

NO. 

AMOUNT 

HUMBOLDT 

1 

2 

$ 1,116 

$ 700 

2 

$ 6,219 

WHITE  PINE 

0 

1 

664 

332  j 

1 

332 

51 


PRICE  SUPPORT  PAYMENTS  - WOOL  PROGRAM 


The  National  Wool  Act  of  1954 9 as  amended,  provides  that  support  of  the 
price  for  wool  may  be  carried  out  through  annual  incentive  payments  to 
producers o The  program  is  designed  to  encourage  domestic  production  at 
a yearly  level  of  300  million  pounds  of  shorn  wool0  This  policy  was 
established  by  Congress  as  a measure  for  our  national  security  and  in 
promotion  of  the  general  economic  welfare.  The  total  amount  of  payments 
under  the  Act  is  limited  to  70  percent  of  the  accumulated  totals  of 
duties  collected  on  imports  of  wool  and  wool  products. 

The  payment  rate  of  102 0 8 percent  for  1970  was  the  percentage  needed  to 
bring  the  average  price  of  35 0 5 cents  received  by  growers  for  wool  sold 
during  the  marketing  year  up  to  the  previously  announced  level  of  72 
cents  per  pound  of  shorn  wool,  A payment  of  $1046  per  hundred  pounds 
of  unshorn  lambs  sold  was  also  made.  This  payment  was  established  at 
a level  in  relationship  to  the  payment  for  shorn  wool-  Unshorn  lamb 
payments  were  made  to  avoid  unusual  shearing  prior  to  marketing  in 
order  to  obtain  the  payments  on  shorn  wool. 

Wool  growers  are  authorized  to  organize  and  conduct  advertising  and 
sales  promotion  activities,  financed  by  deductions  from  their  payments. 
An  agreement  between  the  Secretary  and  the  American  Sheep  Producers 
Council,  which  was  approved  in  a producer  referendum  in  1966 , is 
designed  to  improve  the  demand  for  wool  and  lamb  products  in  the  free 
market,  A referendum  to  continue  these  activities  through  1973  was 
held  in  June  of  1971,  About  87  percent  of  the  producers  owning 
87 o 2 percent  of  the  sheep  represented  by  those  voting  in  the  referen- 
dum, favored  the  continuation  of  the  activities. 
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SUMMARY  OF  BALLOTS  CAST  IN  SHEEP  AND  WOOL  PRODUCERS'  REFERENDUM 


NUMBER  VOTERS 

NUMBER  OF  SHEEP 
OWNED  BY  PRO™ 
DUCERS  VOTING 

COUNTY 

. FOR 

AGAINST 

% FOR 

FOR 

AGAINST 

% FOR 

CHURCHILL 

8 

0 

100 

20,653 

0 

100 

CLARK 

1 

0 

100 

3 

0 

100 

DOUGLAS 

8 

3 

73 

649 

4,962 

1 

ELKO 

14 

4 

78 

21,529 

19,062 

53 

ESMERALDA 

- 

- 

- 

“ 

- 

EUREKA 

1 

0 

100 

800 

0 

100 

HUMBOLDT 

5 

0 

100 

2,301 

0 

100 

LANDER 

2 

0 

100 

4,589 

0 

100 

LINCOLN 

2 

1 

67 

30 

200 

2 

LYON 

12 

2 

86 

9,299 

47 

99 

MINERAL 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

NYE 

2 

0 

100 

34 

0 

100 

PERSHING 

3 

0 

100 

2,173 

0 

100 

STOREY 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

WASHOE 

7 

1 

11 

186 

130 

59 

WHITE  PINE 

11 

0 

100 

35,295 

0 

100 

CARSON  CITY 

2 

1 

67 

110 

3,000 

1 

STATE 

TOTAL 

78 

12 

87 

97,651 

27,401 

78 
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1970  SHORN  WOOL  PAYMENTS  MADE  IN  CALENDAR  YEAR  1971 


COUNTY 

PRODUCERS 

EARNING 

PAYMENTS 

WEIGHT  OF 
WOOL 
SOLD 

NET 

PROCEEDS 

INCENTIVE 

PAYMENT 

PROMOTION 

DEDUCTION 

NET 

PAYMENT 

CHURCHILL  1/ 

18 

11,185 

$ 3,417 

$ 3,510 

$ 168 

$ 3,342 

DOUGLAS  1/ 

13 

11,391 

2,892 

2,950 

170 

2,780 

ELKO 

33 

106,961 

28,589 

29,390 

1,604 

27,786 

ESMERALDA 

1 

97 

24 

25 

1 

24 

EUREKA 

2 

803 

254 

261 

12 

249 

HUMBOLDT 

3 

934 

172 

177 

14 

163 

LANDER 

6 

3,273 

1,086 

1,119 

49 

1,070 

LINCOLN 

3 

10  ,305 

3,112 

3,199 

155 

3,044 

LYON 

8 

5 ,357 

1,707 

1,755 

80 

1,675 

MINERAL 

1 

300 

74 

76 

4 

72 

NYE 

1 

122 

30 

31 

2 

29 

PERSHING 

4 

1,187 

332 

342 

18 

324 

STOREY 

1 

588 

182 

187 

9 

178 

WASHOE 

12 

3,440 

1,051 

1,080 

52 

1,028 

WHITE  PINE 

11 

13,493 

4,392 

4,514 

202 

4,312 

CARSON  CITY 

2 

722 

214 

220 

11 

209 

TOTAL 

119 

170,158 

$47,528 

$48,836 

$2,551 

$46,285 

1/  Payment  adjusted  for  weight  of  unshorn  lambs  purchased 

Churchill  - 130  pounds 

Douglas  - 1,560  pounds 
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1970  UNSHORN  LAMB  PAYMENTS  MADE  IN  CALENDAR  YEAR  1971 


COUNTY 

PRODUCERS 

EARNING 

PAYMENTS 

WEIGHT  OF 
LAMBS 
SOLD 

NO. 

LAMBS 

SOLD 

INCENTIVE 

PAYMENT 

PROMOTION 

DEDUCTION 

NET 

PAYMENT 

CHURCHILL  1/ 

13 

1,614,122 

14,877 

$ 5,277 

$ 271 

$ 5,006 

DOUGLAS  1/ 

13 

558,390 

6,479 

7,796 

400 

7,396 

ELKO 

13 

3,131,609 

35,064 

45,721 

2,349 

43,372 

HUMBOLDT 

4 

344,370 

4,203 

5,029 

258 

4,771 

LANDER 

1 

201,060 

2,272 

2,935 

151 

2,784 

LINCOLN 

2 

50,250 

636 

734 

38 

696 

LYON 

28 

678,050 

6,780 

9,900 

509 

9,391 

PERSHING 

2 

165,930 

2,020 

2,423 

124 

2,299 

STOREY 

1 

4,530 

40 

66 

3 

63 

WASHOE 

4 

7,107 

69 

104 

5 

99 

WHITE  PINE 

13 

1,010,239 

11,588 

14,749 

758 

13,991 

CARSON  CITY 

3 

204,275 

2,176 

2,982 

153  ! 

2,829 

TOTAL 

1 

97 

7,969,932 

86,204 

$97,716 

$5,019 

$92,697 

1/  Payment  adjusted  for  weight  of  unshorn  lambs  purchased,, 

Churchill  - 1,252,663  pounds 
Douglas  - 24,414  pounds 
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COMPLIANCE 


The  success  of  all  ASCS  farm  programs  depends  upon  program  participants 
complying  with  all  program  requirements.  County  ASC  committees  and 
office  personnel,  under  the  direction  of  the  State  ASC  committee,  are 
responsible  for  checking  producer  compliance  with  program  provisions, 

Set-Aside  Program  Compliance 0 The  farmer  certification  method  of 
determining  compliance  was  used  in  all  counties  in  Nevada  for  the  first 
time  in  1971,  Under  this  method  of  compliance,  farmers  must  visit  the 
county  ASCS  office  and  report  his  program  acreages  and  certify  that  he 
is  in  compliance  with  other  program  requirements.  Farmers  when  certi- 
fying are  expected  to  accurately  report  acreages  and  fo;  failing  to  do 
so  may  lose  program  benefits.  County  ASCS  office  personnel  check  25 
percent  of  the  reporting  farms  to  maintain  program  control  and  to 
insure  certifications  are  accurate. 

Measurement  Service,  In  1971  measurement  service  was  offered  in  all 
Nevada  counties.  This  service  includes  measuring  and  staking  areas 
before  planting,  measurement  of  land  after  planting,  or  measurement 
for  any  program  the  farmer  requests.  Measurement  service  assures  the 
participant  that  program  acreage  provisions  will  be  met,  and  eliminates 
the  need  for  acreage  adjustments  after  planting. 

The  entire  cost  of  the  measurement  service  is  paid  for  by  the  producer. 
Measurement  service  is  very  important  to  producers  under  the  certification 
program  0 

REAP  Compliance,  County  ASC  committees  also  have  the  compliance 
responsibilities  for  REAP  conservation  practices  for  which  the 
technical  responsibility  has  not  been  assigned  to  another  agency. 

County  office  employees  are  required  to  check  enough  of  these  prac- 
tices (at  least  5 percent)  to  determine  whether  or  not  plans  and 
specifications  have  been  followed  by  the  farmer.  In  1.9  I,  at  least 
five  percent  of  all  the  farms  participating  in  REAP  were  also  checked 
to  insure  that  practices  were  being  maintained  according  to  program 
policies.  The  records  of  vendors  providing  conservation  materials 
and  services  (CMS)  under  REAP  were  also  subject  to  spot checks. 
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COMPLIANCE  - SET-ASIDE  PROGRAMS 


MEASUREMENT  SERVICE 

ALL 

SET-ASIDE 

PROGRAMS 

COUNTY 

REQUESTS 

SERVICED 

FARMS 

ENROLLED  IN 
PROGRAMS 

FARMERS 

CERTIFYING 

NUMBER 

FARMS 

CHECKED 

DISCREP- 

ANCIES 

FOUND 

CHURCHILL 

1 

1 

40 

37 

15 

1 

CLARK 

- 

- 

1 

1 

1 

- 

DOUGLAS 

- 

- 

6 

6 

6 

- 

ELKO 

- 

- 

17 

10 

10 

- 

EUREKA 

- 

- 

9 

9 

9 

- 

HUMBOLDT 

3 

3 

56 

55 

16 

2 

LANDER 

- 

8 

8 

8 

- 

LINCOLN 

- 

= 

11 

10 

10 

2 

LYON 

- 

- 

13 

13 

13 

- 

NYE 

6 

6 

21 

21 

17 

- 

PERSHING 

5 

5 

25 

25 

13 

- 

WASHOE 

- 

- 

13 

13 

12 

- 

WHITE  PINE 

- 

- 

3 

3 

3 

- 

CARSON  CITY 

- 

■= 

1 

1 

1 

- 

TOTAL 

15 

15 

224 

212 

134 

5 

12  farms  withdrew  from  program  or  failed  to  certify. 
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1971  REAP  COMPLIANCE  SPOT  CHECKS 
(As  of  March  1,  1972) 


COUNTY 

FARfr§  SUBJECT 
TO 

SPOT  CHECKS 

FARMS 

SPOT 

CHECKED 

VENDORS 
SUBJECT  TO 
SPOT  CHECKS 

VENDORS 

SPOT 

CHECKED 

CHURCHILL 

103 

2 

CLARK 

15 

6 

DOUGLAS 

14 

4 

ELKO 

51 

30 

ESMERALDA 

2 

0 

EUREKA 

7 

0 

HUMBOLDT 

34 

3 

4 

0 

LANDER 

7 

2 

LINCOLN 

14 

4 

1 

1 

LYON 

108 

9 

MINERAL 

26 

1 

NYE 

7 

4 

PERSHING 

26 

6 

STOREY 

2 

1 

WASHOE 

51 

37 

WHITE  PINE 

14 

2 

CARSON  CITY 

3 

2 

TOTAL 

484 

113 

5 

1 
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